In May 1970, Charles Harrison, assistant editor of Studio International magazine, was in New York on a research trip when Joseph Kosuth introduced him to Donald Karshan, founding director of the New York Cultural Center (NYCC). Karshan's launching exhibition, Conceptual Art and Conceptual Aspects, had just opened with great aplomb-during the private view searchlights were beamed from the building into the night sky.
1 It created a stir; "Xeroxophilia rages out of control", was Hilton Kramer's response in the New York Times. Kramer was bemused by the thought of text presented as art and failed to make connections between synchronicity, duplication, and multiples. He grudgingly reported that Kosuth's Information Room, where the viewer was invited to read a variety of books and magazines on philosophy and art criticism, was the "best thing" in the show. 2 The director's statement was not included in the exhibition catalogue, which was devoid of explanatory text, but it was on hand at the venue to justify what Karshan termed "Post-Object Art". This term built on some considerations of new art raised by David L. Shirey in a two-part feature with Thomas M. Messer (director of the Solomon R. Guggenheim Museum) called "Impossible Art". Messer outlined its characteristics as follows: "extreme fragility . . . [it] moves towards invisibility, disembodiment and sheer non-existence . . . It is useless to all but those who would accept it for its own sake." 3 Shirey located the artists' work in categories of practice as "earthworks, waterworks, skyworks, nihilworks and thinkworks". 4 The last two terms focused Karshan's assertion that
[at] the end of the 20th century we now know that art does indeed exist as an idea . . . and we know that quality exists in the thinking of the artist, not in the object he employs-if he employs an object at all. We begin to understand that painting and sculpture are simply unreal in the coming age of computers and instant travel.
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The article reached a broader and more international audience when it was published later that year in Studio International. Harrison considered it to be something of a "coup", and "the first time a serious discussion of conceptual art" was aired in the British art press. 6 Karshan's essay, "The Seventies:
Post-Object Art", written for Conceptual Art and Conceptual Aspects but, as noted, not included in the catalogue, explained the shift from painting and sculpture to "idea art", "analytic art", or work foregrounding a "conceptual aspect".
Writing in the New York Times, Peter Schjeldahl found the exhibition almost free of visual stimulation but vigorous in its "scholarly austerity"; for him it presented a distinct contrast with the "flea market" organization of the series of vertically mounted mirrors in hoods with which the viewer read the single letters of the words, "k-e-e-p-g-o-i-n-g". The constructions demonstrated how the viewer needed to read in the act of viewing the work while moving away from the vertical arrangement as they faced it whereby the letters under the hoods become visible. (1970) , with the stipulation that the NYCC cover the panels with Plexiglas.
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The NYCC did not, however, provide the budget for this, and to Harrison's embarrassment he was unable to satisfy this condition and the work was returned immediately after the opening, leaving the wall space blank. 35 The exhibition opened on 19 May to mixed reviews. It closed on 29 August 1971.
Responses to the project
Overall, Schjeldahl in the New York Times was supportive, although he incorrectly made "British" synonymous with "English", asserting that the exhibition "brought to Conceptualism the kind of discrimination and stylishness typical of English modern art" ( fig. 8 ). This, he felt, was a movement that had not "exactly electrified art-world discourses these past few seasons". 36 Bored by bandwagon repetitions of "the end of art as we know it", he welcomed the opportunity to see this new British art, mostly unknown in New York (with the exceptions of Flanagan and Long-whom, he remarked, were not conceptualists). His favourites were the vivid informal sculptures of Barry Flanagan . . . a tepee of sticks containing a square of green felt and the actually charming work of Richard Long, redolent of an Englishman's fondness for walks in the country, on which he may pause to arrange some rocks . . . [which] rightly fall outside the canon.
Schjeldahl noted the removal of work by Gilbert & George, describing them as "the most unheard of thing Harrison brought with him-the life sculpture of two gentle young artist-poets", and noting that "Unfortunately only one short film represents them." The article was illustrated by a still from The Nature 
Figure 8.
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